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1. 

2. 



IMIS written opinion IS tne second drawn ou by Uiis International Preliminary examining Authority. 

This opinion contains indioalionc relating to the following items: 

Basic of the opinion 
Priority 

Non-eetablichment of opinion with regard to novelty, inventive fitep and industrial applicability 
Lack of unity of invention 

Reasoned statement under Rule 6fi.?.(a)(ii) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial applicability: 
citations and explanation© supporting quoh statement 
Certain documents cited 
Certain defects in the international application 
Certain observations on the international application 

The applicant is hereby invited to reply to this opinioa 

When? See the time limit indicated above. The opplioonrmay, Jbcrfore expiration of that time limit, 



1 


B 


II 


□ 


III 


□ 


IV 


□ 


V 




VI 


□ 


VII 


□ 


VIII 


□ 



How? 



request this AuUiurily lo grant en extension, see Rule 00.2(d), 

By submitting a written reply, accompanied, where appropnate, oy amendments, according to Rule 66.3. 
For ihe form and the language nf thR arnendments. see Rules 66.8 and 66.9. 

For an additional opportunity to submit amendmonte, coo Rule 66.4. 

For the Bjuuniiier'tf uWiyjjjiOti to consider amendments jandisr arguments, occ Rule 66.-4 bio. 
r-or an informal communication with the examiner, see Rule ee.6- 



H no roply Is filed, the intematlnnal preliminary examination report will be established on the basis of this opinion. 

The final date by wl iiul i the international preliminary 

examination report must be established accoramg to Rule w.2 is: 1 5.03.2005 



Mama and mailinp address of the international 
preliminary examining authority* 



Purnpaan Patent Office 
D-8029B Munich 

Tel. 1 40 60 2300 0 Tx: 629666 opmo d 
Pax; -MJ9 BS 23S9 • 4403 



Form PCT/PPAMnfl (Cover Sheaf) (January 2004) 



Authorized Officer 
Thomas, J 



Formalities onicer (irtct. extension uf time In nib) 
rhmilniiilirlnii, G 

Telephone No. i~*9 B9 £300-£2S7 
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I. 




Basis of the opinion 

Wltn regard to the cle 
the receiving Office in 
flledV. 



Description. Pages 



1-16 



oo originally filed 



Claims. Numbers 



1-19 



as originally filed 



Drawings, Sheets 

1/11-11/11 aR originally filed 



2. 




These elements were available or furnished to this Authority in the following lairyuage. . which is: 

r I the language ot a translation furnished for the purposes of the international search (under Rule 23.1 (b)). 

□ the language of publication of the International application (under Rule 48.3(b)). 

n the language of a translation furnished for Hie purposes of international preliminary examination (under 
Rule 55.2 ondAor 56.3). 

3 With regard to any nucleotide andJbr amino acid sequence disclosed in the international applicaiion. the 
' International, preliminaiy examination was carried out on the basis of the sequence listing: 

□ contained in the international application in written form, 

□ filed toQfithar with the international application in computer readable form. 

□ furnished subsequently to this Authority in written form. 

□ furnished subsequently to this Authority in computer readable form. 

□ The statement that the subsequently furnished written sequence listing does not go beyond the disclosure 
in the international application as filed has been furnished. 

□ The statement that the information recorded in computer readable form Is identical to the written sequenue 
listing has been furnished. 

4. The amendments hove resulted in the cancellation of: 

□ the description, pages: 

□ the claims, Nus.. 

□ the drawings, sheets: 

5. n This opinion has been established as if (some of) the amendments had not been made, since they have 

been considered to go beyond the disclosure ae filed (Rule 70.2(c)). 

C. Additional observations, if necessary: 



i-orm PCT/IPEA/A06 (January 2004) 
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V Reasoned statement under Rule 66.2<a)(ii) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial 
applicability; citations and explanations supporting such statement 

1. Statement 

Novelty (N) Claims NO: 1 -1 0 

Inventive step (IS) Claims 

Industrial applicability (IA) Claims 

2. Citations and explanations* V 
see separate sheet 
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SEPARATE SHEET ... _ . 

Re Item V 

^?s^ed staiementwith regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial 
applicability; citations and explanations supporting such statement 

Reference Is made to the following documents: 
D1: GB-A-2 030 400 
D2: WO 00/55648 A 
D3: US-A-5 408 441 

The previous objections are maintained in unchanged form. No convincing arguments 
or amendments wore provided by the applicant. 

The arguments concerning D1 presented by Ihe applicant are not convincing for the 
following reasons: The subject-matter defined in the independent claims 1 and 1 1 is 
only directed to a method and corresponding apparatus for matching the response of 
two different instruments (hydrophone and accelerometer). According to this definition it 
is without any importance if D1 Is related to the deterrninalion of vertical position or not. 
The only important fact is that D1 can be read on the definition given in claims 1 and 
11. It has no relevance, if the general teachings of D1 are directed to seismic data 
acquisition (which is even not defined in claim 1) or to the solution of other problems. 
As long as Ul provides all features defined in the independent claims 1 and 1 1, it must 
be considered as taking away the novelty of these claims. 

With respect to D2, the attention of the applicant is drawn on the following passages in 
D2: p. 3, 1. 17-22 and p. 4, 1. 19-24 which clearly show that in D2 the instrument 
response of the second instrument is corrected tor in order to make the records from 
both instruments comparable (matching one instrument response to the other).Thie 
takes also into account that the instrument response is in reality not a flat response 
over the whole frequency range which could be corrected for by simple scaling. 

In addition, reference, is made to the teachings of D3, also cited in the search report, ^ 
wherein The same problem Is addressed. According to the teachings of Fig. 13, Ref.- 
numerals 1308-1314 and the description c. 10, 1. PU-30. In D3 the response of one of 
the records is not only modified by a calculus operation (integration or differentiation) 
but also modified by a filter operation wherein the filter characteristics are derived from 
the other instrument output (c. 10. 20-39). 

Finally, the applicant is also informed that the claimed subject-matter is part of the basic 
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SEPARATE SHEET 



knowledge which is taught in the every student course of seismic signal processing. 

„Differentiation-ofJntcgrat^ 

~ ~ " ~-^|ocirnel«rran^cceleT^meter orerhydrophone, in order to make it comparable to the 



record form the second one, and correcting in addition the transfer function (impulse 
response) of the instrument with the transfer function ot the second instrument is 
nothing new or inventive. 

The additional features defined in the dependent claims are also standard procedure, 
well-known to the skilled man. 

The present application does consequently not fulfill the requirement of Art. 33 PCT. 
I he applicant is informed that without any significant and convincing amendment a 
negative IPER will be the next step of the procedure. 

When providing amendments, it is requested to clearly indicate the basis of every 
amendment in the originally filed application documents. 

The applicant should in addition introduce reference signs in the claims, and use a 
correct two-part form, at least in the independent claims. 
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